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Mr. Anthony J. Cappucci, Jr.
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Subject: Skagit/Hanford Nuclear Project

Dear Tony:
.

Overall impression of the Skagit/Hanford applicants presentation was good.
The individual presentors were well prepared and could either answer all
questions in satisfactory manner directly or came back with answers at a
later time.

k Skagit/Hanford site appears to be ideal, no civilian population to speak
'

,.,g,y.

k_ of within the LPZ, however, about 5,000 nuclear related workers within the
Hanford Reservation need to be f actored in. The only structural asrect that n use ~F +1

'

$ is novel is the 7.5 mi long, 36", raw water siipply pipe and the intake struc- : Mil
,

ture on the Columbia River that is quite a ways away from the plant site. = .46&.h 4
Whether or not this structure needs some special disposition in terms of
safeguards depends on the acceptability of 30 day water reserve in the ultimate

i heat sink (UHS). Also the site is some 50 ft above the water level at the
.

intake, however, potential for inadvertent drainage of the UHS is prevented by .,

p? " an appropriate placement of the pipe discharge end at or slightly below the URS j.m..,

. @@)|h water surface. ,

| k.c:rg t.- , .-

' ' 'Ihe foundation of Skagit/Hanford is on soil unlike the original site! MW
where it was on the rock. If one factors in the problem with the backfill

4@,. experienced at the Midland site, it is appropriate to review the backfill
. _. ,

O m :

i[ procedures carefully, in particular with scapect to the compacting.
v4 -

Skagit/Hanford management appears to be well structured and experienced~~

in their functions. It was, however, not stated how much of their accumulated
experience is derived from other than Skagit scenario. Top managements attitude
and policy with respect to the quality assurance is sound and encouraging

| in particular as it was conveyed by Mr. Myers during his presentation. Apparently
j applicants strategy is to obtain CP for Skagit/Hanford, and then )y considera- &5

] '

tion of the regional power requirement projections, the state of the economyl

and with the " regulatory ratched under control," to make the decision to construct
or not to construct the plant. During the construction an independent Safety

u
' Engineerir3 Group will be brought into existence at about the time of preopera-

ticr*al testing. For training, Black Fox simulator will be used (managed by GE).
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Mark III pool dynamic loads were discussed. Applicant understands the
phenomena ,apd follows the design methodology used by others (NTOLS). Cross
quenchers 1re used on the SRV discharge, rams on the RHR relief valve discharge.
For H2 control, a distributed igniter system is planned, similar to that used
in Grand Gulf.

In summary, this applicant appears to know its plant well, follows the imposed
requirements strictly, has a constructive policy with repsect to the QA at the
top of the management structure and with the assistance of Bechtel and NESCO
should be able to construct a sound Skagit/Hanford plant.

!

Very truly yours,
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